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a Triton among minnows. It was the corporation's opposition
to change which in 1884 had baffled a determined effort at
reform made by Sir William Harcourt. Harcourt's bill was for
a unified London, with a vastly expanded city corporation as its .
main authority. There were to have been district councils as
well, but, although popularly elected, they would have had no
power except that which the central council conferred on them.
This measure was dropped; the County Councils Act in 1888
evaded the issue; and in 1893-4 it would have been quite beyond
Fowler's power to pass his great act had he included the metro-
polis in it. However, a royal commission on London government
was appointed, with Leonard Courtney as chairman, and its
Report (1895) carried the matter a stage further. Like the Har-
court Bill, it wished a great central council for London to have
the name and style of the corporation, with the lord mayor at its
head. But it laid more stress on the minor local authorities, and
urged that in the division of functions between them and the
corporation they 'should be entrusted with every duty they can
conveniently discharge9. When at last, four years later, Lord
Salisbury took up the matter, it was on the side of these minor
authorities that he came down. His London Government Act,
1899, left the L.C.C. and the city corporation where they were;
but it swept away the vestries and local boards, and in their
stead created the twenty-eight 'metropolitan borough councils5,
each with a mayor, aldermen, and elected councillors complete.
These bodies were and are anomalous; for they could not have
been given the full powers of ordinary borough councils without
taking away powers from the L.C.C.—a course forbidden alike
by its undoubted prestige and by a growing public sense of the
unity of London. But within their field they were a vast im-
provement on the old vestries, and provided Londoners with
an important new access to public life. The chief fault of the
policy was that it perpetuated unequal financial burdens.
London, for residential purposes, is mapped into rich districts
and poor. Many of the latter were so grouped as to form whole
boroughs; and in them needs costly above the average have
since had to be met from much less than average rateable
resources. In 1904 an act was passed, which, by levying a 6d.
rate from all the London boroughs (together with the city) on
the basis of assessments and distributing it back to them on the
basis of population, did a little to lessen the inequalities.

